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Mutual influence of morality and religion

The article was written in the scope of the topic of the dissertation research “The problem of relationship of
morality and religion in Kazakh philosophy”. The article examines the intricate relationship between morality
and religion, exploring their historical, philosophical, and cultural intersections. It highlights the evolution of
moral norms as both independent of and intertwined with religious ideologies. These secular approaches fre-
quently prioritize practical outcomes, emphasizing efficiency and overall benefits. However, individualistic
and utilitarian perspectives can sometimes conflict with deeper, more intrinsic moral values associated with
religion. As a result, whereas secular morality can foster social cohesion and progress, it does not always
align with deeper moral principles that surpass purely practical considerations. This perspective suggests that
morality is a product of social and historical evolution rather than being dictated by practical reasons. Alt-
hough moral standards have traditionally been tied to religious consciousness, their modern humanistic rein-
terpretation places greater emphasis on their genetical connection with sources and process of emancipation
of moral norms from religion, becoming secular morality as independent construction. The article ultimately
discusses the question of the dependance and contextual nature of religion on morality and at the same time
autonomous nature of moral obligations, underscoring the importance of situational ethics and human deci-
sion-making over rigid absolutes. In conclusion, it advocates viewing morality as an autonomous form of so-
cial awareness, fully capable of guiding humanity independent of religious influence.
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Introduction

Morality, rooted in the Latin term “moralis” and frequently contrasted with the Greek “ethos”, which
translates to habit or custom, represents one of the most complex and layered constructs within human social
consciousness. It extends beyond a mere system of behavioral guidelines to form a dynamic structure of
principles, values, and norms that both influence and are influenced by the interactions among individuals,
groups, and the larger societal frameworks they inhabit. The relevance of the construct of morality lies in its
fundamental role in shaping human interactions and societal relationships. At its core, exploring morality is
akin to delving into the essence of our shared human existence. It compels us to reflect on the delicate bal-
ance between individual aspirations and the collective good, urging us to consider how our personal desires
align with the needs and values of the community.

In a world increasingly characterized by diversity and complexity, the quest for a moral framework be-
comes ever more critical. Morality serves as a guiding compass, helping individuals navigate ethical dilem-
mas and societal challenges. It fosters a sense of responsibility, encouraging people to act not only in their
own interest but also in ways that promote the welfare of others. This interplay between self-interest and
common good is essential for the cohesion and sustainability of any society.

Moreover, the exploration of morality invites us to engage in meaningful dialogues about our values
and beliefs. It challenges us to question established norms and to seek a deeper understanding of what it
means to live a good life. In doing so, we can cultivate a more empathetic and just society, where individuals
are motivated to contribute positively to the world around them.

At its core, morality operates within the realm of ethical values, functioning as a guiding compass for
human behavior. It includes a broad range of components, such as guidelines, standards, customs, and expec-
tations that govern interactions between individuals, influence the relationship between individuals and
groups, and even shape the interactions between countries and nations. These guidelines extend into every
aspect of life, influencing attitudes toward family, labor, and communal responsibilities. However, morality
is not a static or universal entity; it is deeply embedded within the historical, cultural, and socio-economic
contexts of a given society.

* Corresponding author’s e-mail: nurlan18631@gmail.com

390 BecTHuk KaparaHgmMHCKoro yHmBepcuteTa


https://doi.org/10.31489/2025HPh1/390-398
mailto:nurlan18631@gmail.com

Mutual influence of morality and religion

One of the most significant dimensions of morality is its capacity to define and reflect ethical concepts
such as justice, injustice, virtue, vice, honor, dishonor, happiness, and distress. These defined and reflected
constructs serve as lenses through which individuals evaluate behaviors, intentions, and their outcomes. For
instance, justice as the concept of what is wrong and what is right is often associated with principles of fair-
ness and equality in every context; however, its interpretation can vary greatly depending on cultural, reli-
gious and ideological contexts, historical circumstances, and social dynamics. Meanwhile the notions of
good and evil in morality are static and independent from culture, but their accommodations are continually
reinterpreted and renegotiated as societies evolve over time.

As for religion, every religion is “a cause, principle or system of beliefs held to with ardor and faith, a
personal set of institutionalized system of religious attitudes, believes, and practices” [1]. Etymologically the
meaning of the word “religion” varies from Cicero’s definition of religion as “again” and “consider careful-
ly”, i.e., consider carefully again and again, and definition of other scholars who have associated religion to
reconnecting, binding with God [2].

As cultural anthropologist Clifford Geertz argues in “The Interpretation of Cultures” that «... the notion
that the essence of what it means to be a human is most clearly revealed in those features of human culture
that are universal rather than in those that are distinctive to this people...” [3, 43]. With these words Geertz
highlights not only the importance of cultural context in shaping moral understanding, but also explains the
difference of religions, which arise from the differing cultures that elaborate each religion. That is why the
number of religions that currently exist and function is estimated to be around 10,000 worldwide [4].

Religious scholars and theologians of the most popular religions — Christianity and Islam, such as
Thomas Aquinas and Al-Ghazali, often posit that morality originates from a divine source, with religion
serving as Its custodian. Aquinas argued in his “Summa Theologica” that moral laws reflect eternal laws es-
tablished by God [5], while Al-Ghazali emphasized in works like “The Revival of the Religious Sciences”
the harmonious relationship between divine commandments and ethical human behavior [6]. From their per-
spective, morality, like religion, is a divine ordinance bestowed upon humanity by God and is intrinsically
linked to religious belief. Without religion, they argue, true morality is unattainable, and humanity risks suc-
cumbing to spiritual decay and moral void. In this view, the moral guidelines that govern human behavior are
eternal, unchanging commandments dictated by a higher power and recorded in sacred texts.

Theologians assert that morality’s divine origin ensures its sanctity and universality. For believers, mor-
al values and norms are seen as immutable truths that transcend temporal and cultural boundaries. This per-
spective is deeply rooted in the belief that a higher power — God, Allah, or another divine entity — is the
ultimate arbiter of justice and the source of moral authority. This connection to the divine fosters a sense of
accountability and responsibility among believers, as they view their actions as being judged by an omnisci-
ent and omnipotent creator.

The variability of religious concepts across different cultural formations highlights the complexity of re-
ligion that these cultures elaborate. Moreover, religions’ multifaceted nature become evident when consider-
ing their interplay with morality and forms of social consciousness, such as law, art and ideology. Due to
intersection of these domains, each of them brings unique perspectives and contributions to each other and in
creation of moral landscape as such. Nevertheless, moral values codify themselves into enforceable rules of
religion, art, law, ideology, or other areas, but not the other way around.

In contemporary discourse, morality faces new challenges and opportunities, shaped by globalization,
technological advancement, and the increasing complexity of societal structures. Issues such as climate
change, digital ethics, and cultural pluralism demand a reexamination of traditional moral frameworks and
the development of new paradigms that can address these pressing concerns. This ongoing evolution under-
scores the importance of understanding morality not as a fixed set of dictates but as a dynamic, dialectical
process that requires continuous engagement and reflection.

Methodology

The scope and essence of morality as a construct of different concepts and moral constants are undenia-
bly complex and multifaceted, revealing its profound connection to other spheres of human consciousness,
particularly the religious worldview. To explore this intricate relationship, we will compare and focus on the
interplay between moral consciousness and religion, considering their historical, philosophical, and cultural
dimensions. This approach allows us to examine the interconnection and mutual influence between morality
and religion, both fundamental aspects of human existence. Through this lens, we can better understand the
dynamic interactions between these two domains. Take as an example such notion like happiness: in reli-
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gious frameworks, happiness is often seen as a divine reward for righteous life and a goal wherefore people
have to fulfill spiritual obligations, whereas non-religious moral systems, like utilitarianism, tend to view
virtuous actions that maximize happiness for the acting individuals as a practical approach to improve overall
well-being. This contrast illustrates how similar ethical actions can stem from fundamentally different moti-
vations, offering a concrete example of the interplay between religious and non-religious moralities.

Results

Contemporary societies are marked by diverse attitudes toward religion and morality. Many people
consider themselves to be believers, following religions like Islam, Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism etc.
Others, though not aligned with organized religions, recognize the presence of a higher power or universal
intelligence. At the same time, a large segment of the global population identifies as non-religious, including
atheists, agnostics, secular humanists, and freethinkers.

The distinction between religious and non-religious perspectives on morality is not merely one of prac-
tices, but fueling motivation and acting collectively. For a believer, the world is perceived as “God’s crea-
tion”, for all and life’s purpose is framed within the context of divine will. This belief fosters a worldview in
which moral actions are expressions of obedience to a higher power. However, this does not negate the im-
portance of human agency; many religious doctrines emphasize that individuals bear responsibility for their
actions and contribute to the divine plan through their choices.

Non-religious perspectives on morality, by contrast, emphasize human autonomy and rationality. For
instance, Immanuel Kant’s deontological framework underscores the role of reason and the categorical im-
perative, which asserts that individuals should act according to principles that could be universally applied.
Similarly, utilitarian philosophers like Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill advocate for a morality ground-
ed in the maximization of happiness for more people focusing on outcomes rather than divine mandates.
These frameworks illustrate how ethical behavior can be derived from any rational analysis and the consider-
ation of human well-being, independent of religious influence. From this viewpoint, actions that are counted
as moral are seen as products of social evolution, emerging from the collective experiences and interactions
of humanity. Moral behavior, in this context, is guided not by adherence to divine commandments but by
principles of empathy, reason, and mutual respect. This secular approach challenges individuals to find with-
in themselves the strength to act ethically, raising profound questions about the sources of moral obligation
and the motivations in depth.

Religious morality is characterized by several distinctive features. First, it often involves a dual orienta-
tion toward earthly and heavenly values, with earthly concerns subordinated to spiritual goals. Second, it
provides a firm criterion for moral behavior, rooted in compliance with religious doctrines and imperatives.
These qualities may lend religious morality a sense of clarity and stability, offering believers straightforward
answers to complex ethical dilemmas.

However, the simplicity and rigidity of religious moral frameworks can also have limitations. The em-
phasis on adherence to divine commandments can lead to dogmatism, moral literalism, and an aversion to
critical reflection. Moreover, the prioritization of heavenly values over earthly concerns can sometimes result
in passivity, intolerance and the lack of to act morally beyond of religious framework.

As the results of this study, it can reveal that non-religious morality represents ethical systems based on
human reason and social experience. While it lacks the metaphysical foundation of religious dogmata, it of-
fers a dynamic and adaptable approach to ethical questions, emphasizing the importance of individual con-
science and societal well-being. This perspective highlights the role of human agencies in shaping moral val-
ues and underscores the interconnectedness of ethical behavior and social practice.

Nevertheless, the interplay between religious and non-religious morality is evident in their shared con-
cern for human dignity and ethical responsibility. Despite their differences, both approaches recognize the
importance of moral ideals and the need for accountability in human actions. For instance, while religious
morality often derives its authority from sacred texts and divine revelation, non-religious morality finds its
basis in humanistic principles and the collective pursuit of justice and equality.

Discussion

Religious moral consciousness is inherently complex and often contradictory. Whereas the divine origin
of moral commandments demands unquestioning obedience for framing good and evil as determined solely
by God’s will, a number of moral actions is often viewed as requiring free will and personal understanding,
creating a tension between submission and autonomy. This duality is particularly evident in theological dis-
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cussions, where obedience is framed not merely as fear-based compliance but as an expression of love and
faith.

In Islam, for example, theologians emphasize that true obedience stems from a heartfelt understanding
of Allah’s will and a genuine commitment to living under divine principles. This perspective is supported by
Islamic texts such as the Quran and the Hadiths, where obedience is framed as an act of love and understand-
ing. For instance, the Quran states in Surah Al-Bagarah (2:2): “This is the Book about which there is no
doubt, a guidance for those conscious of Allah” [7]. Furthermore, Islamic scholars like Al-Ghazali have ex-
plored the deeper meanings of obedience and its implications for moral conduct, emphasizing the integration
of divine guidance with personal conscience. This perspective underscores the transformative potential of
religious morality, encouraging believers to internalize moral values and integrate them into their daily lives.

Ultimately, the relationship between morality and religion reflects broader philosophical questions
about the nature of human existence and the sources of ethical responsibility. While religious frameworks
offer a sense of cosmic order and purpose, secular approaches emphasize the potential for human beings to
create and sustain moral systems independently of divine authority. Both perspectives contribute to the rich
and evolving discourse on morality, challenging us to consider the diverse ways in which individuals and
societies navigate the complexities of ethical life.

In Christianity, it is evident that the evolution of religion has moved from external coercion and fear
toward voluntary adherence to the moral law’s essence. The fundamental tension between the unquestionable
authority of God’s commands and the exercise of free will — rooted in rational and independent choice —
remains unresolved. The path is preordained, leaving individuals no option but compliance. Yet, this contra-
diction is not resolved but instead becomes internalized.

In earlier understanding, this conflict was viewed as an external clash between human desires and di-
vine laws. In contrast, it now appears as an inner struggle within the individual. The voice of God is ex-
pressed through the human conscience, standing in opposition to sinful inclinations.

Achieving goodness requires self-discipline and inner conflict, as expressed in the scriptural assertion:
“For all are under sin, as it is written: There is none righteous, not even one” [8, 9-10].

The Apostle Paul candidly articulates this inner turmoil, stating: “For the good that | want, | do not do,
but the evil that | do not want, that | do” [8, 19]. This vivid description underscores the enduring and deeply
personal nature of the moral struggle in Christian teachings.

Immanuel Kant, in his philosophical system, provided a thorough and systematic analysis of morality
that revealed its internal logic with remarkable clarity. He expressed a critical view of morality derived from
religion, often referred to as theological morality. Kant argued that moral law is not a construction imposed
by external forces but is embedded within the human mind itself. For Kant, the existence of this innate moral
law serves as evidence of the existence of God. His philosophy emphasizes that morality entails adhering to
one’s duty and suppressing inclinations that conflict with this duty.

If an individual acts in alignment with the moral law without overcoming personal inclinations — act-
ing instead according to natural attraction — their actions may comply with legal requirements but lack gen-
uine moral dignity. This perspective challenges the centrality of love as a moral driving force, which is pro-
foundly emphasized in religious contexts, such as Christianity. In the Gospels, the commandment to “love
thy neighbor” holds paramount importance. However, Kant’s framework creates a dichotomy between duty
and love: one cannot love out of obligation. The question “Can one compel oneself to love?” highlights the
tension between the notion of duty, backed by divine authority, and the independence of human free will.

This apparent contradiction between the absoluteness of divine commands and human autonomy is not
solely the product of religious morality. Instead, it reflects a broader issue rooted in the complexities of hu-
man existence. Religion, in this context, provides a conceptual framework for interpreting the historically
evolved tensions inherent in moral life. These tensions include the dichotomy between moral duty and incli-
nations toward virtue and happiness, the conflict between the absolute imperatives of morality and individual
self-interest, and the exercise of free will. Religious ethical systems often frame these conflicts as manifesta-
tions of the alienation of morality within sociohistorical structures characterized by systemic inequality. This
alienation not only perpetuates the relevance of religious constructs but also underscores the deep entangle-
ment of morality with the socio-economic realities of its time. Importantly, the mere negation of religious
ideology does not inherently resolve these estranged or reified forms of moral consciousness, as their roots
lie in broader societal contradictions that transcend religious belief. Such a resolution, Kant and others might
argue, requires profound social transformation and the achievement of greater equality.
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The study also uncovers tensions between the absoluteness and autonomy of those laws which are im-
posed with morality and the relativity of these moral norms, which are often influenced by practical consid-
erations. These contradictions are not merely logical inconsistencies or errors in reasoning; rather, they are
intrinsic to the nature of moral consciousness as it evolves through different stages of historical and social
development. Their resolution is intricately tied to the trajectory of societal progress, suggesting that the de-
velopment of moral consciousness is not an isolated phenomenon but one deeply rooted in broader socio-
historical contexts.

The exploration of religious moral consciousness reveals a complex interplay between divine authority
and human autonomy, highlighting inherent contradictions that shape ethical behavior. The study has out-
lined how morality, particularly within religious frameworks, grapples with the duality of obedience to di-
vine commandments and the necessity of free will; reveals that its tension manifests in various theological
discussions, where obedience is not merely about fear, but is seen as an expression of love and faith as well.

In Islam, the emphasis on heartfelt understanding and commitment to Allah’s will illustrates this duali-
ty. The Quran and Hadiths frame obedience as an act of love, suggesting that true moral action integrates
divine guidance with personal conscience. Scholars like Al-Ghazali further explore how this integration can
lead to transformative moral behavior, encouraging believers to internalize ethical principles in their daily
lives.

The study also has examined Christianity, where the evolution of religious thought reflects a shift from
coercion to voluntary adherence to moral laws. The struggle between God and humans reveals the deeply
personal nature of moral conflict, emphasizing that achieving goodness requires self-discipline and an under-
standing of one’s sinful inclinations.

Philosopher Immanuel Kant’s perspective adds another layer to this discussion. He critiques the notion
of morality derived from religion, proposing that moral law is inherent within human reason rather than ex-
ternally imposed. Kant’s analysis emphasizes duty over inclination, arguing that true morality arises from
acting in accordance with one’s duty, regardless of personal desires. This framework challenges the centrali-
ty of love in moral actions, creating a dichotomy between duty and genuine affection.

The contradictions between divine commands and human autonomy reflect broader philosophical ques-
tions about the nature of morality. These tensions are not merely theological; they are deeply embedded in
the socio-historical context. The study suggests that religious ethical systems often frame moral conflicts as
manifestations of societal inequalities, emphasizing the need for social transformation to resolve these ten-
sions.

In assessing the results, it becomes clear that the relationship between morality and religion is multifac-
eted. The study highlights that while religious frameworks provide a sense of order and purpose, they also
present challenges regarding individual autonomy and ethical responsibility. The ongoing discussion be-
tween divine authority and human freewill illustrates the richness of moral discourse, prompting individuals
and societies to navigate the complexities of ethical life. The interconnection of morality and religion is only
one directed. Morality gives to religions all the corpus of notions that operate religion, but religion contrib-
utes nothing to morality. Religion has not contributed anything new to the domain of morality. It did not in-
vent new notions of morality or ethical system in framework of philosophy. Nevertheless, religions have cre-
ated new aesthetics, whose contributions are enormous to the cultural heritage of the world.

Ultimately, the exploration of religious moral consciousness underscores the need for a nuanced under-
standing of morality that considers only human dimensions. By recognizing the interplay between obedience
and autonomy, scholars and practitioners can better appreciate the transformative potential of moral frame-
works in shaping ethical behavior. This understanding can lead to a more inclusive dialogue about morality
that embraces diverse perspectives and promotes social justice and equality.

Conclusion

Moral philosophy reveals two distinct and often conflicting tendencies in addressing the contradictions
between the absoluteness and autonomy of morality and the relativity of moral norms. On the one hand,
some authors argue for the existence of moral absolutes — timeless, universal principles that transcend cul-
tural and historical variability — morality as such. On the other hand, there is a contrasting perspective that
highlights the relativity of moral norms, often veering into moral relativism, which posits that ethical norms
are contingent on specific cultural, historical, or personal context [9].

In non-religious moral frameworks, attempts to justify ethical principles frequently draw upon philo-
sophical reasoning and scientific methodologies. These justifications often aim to establish norms and prin-
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ciples oriented toward overarching goals such as the common good, social progress, human happiness, and a
harmonious balance between individual interests and collective welfare [10, 224]. For instance, utilitarianism
— one of an ethical theory — equates “good” with “benefit” or utility. It shifts the focus of moral behavior
away from an intrinsic commitment to goodness and toward the pursuit of outcomes that maximize utility or
overall well-being.

By examining these tensions, it becomes evident that both absolutist and relativist perspectives, as well
as utilitarian frameworks, offer valuable insights but also face limitations in their ability to fully resolve the
inherent contradictions of moral consciousness.

Science, while capable of offering effective recommendations for human behavior, often faces chal-
lenges aligning its rational prescriptions with deeply ingrained moral sensibilities. Moral values, unlike sci-
entific directives, emerge spontaneously from the fundamental conditions of human life. Although some
norms may gradually integrate into moral consciousness, the historical formation of moral ideas typically
follows a different path. These ideas arise organically through the interplay of emotional, rational, conscious,
and unconscious elements within societal contexts, reflecting the dynamic and dialectical nature of human
psychology.

Morality, as articulated through the voice of conscience, provides insights into what a person ought to
be and what they should strive to avoid. Its primary function aligns with the historical process of fostering
and affirming humanity’s essential qualities. Research reveals that these qualities are not innate but are culti-
vated and affirmed through historical processes. Humanity’s essence, therefore, is not a static ideal but a dy-
namic construct shaped by collective experiences and choices.

Religious moral requirements are inherently relative, shaped by specific historical circumstances and, in
class-based societies, by class interests. Even universal religious moral norms contain elements of relativity
and conventionality. Ignoring this conditionality risks leading to immorality in practice. For instance, norms
like “Do not kill” or “Do not lie” may appear absolute, yet situations can arise where their violation becomes
morally justifiable [11]. Conversely, treating moral rules as absolutes can stifle the adaptive, living spirit of
morality, which demands context-sensitive solutions.

The absolute and unconditional dimensions of morality manifest through the relative and conditional
aspects of everyday life. The ordinary tasks and responsibilities of daily existence, enriched with profound
significance, coexist alongside transcendent goals and ideals. Genuine moral commitment entails integrating
both the practical realities of life and the pursuit of higher aspirations, working to enhance the quality of life
while striving toward loftier objectives.

Religious traditions, such as Christianity and Islam, emphasize moral rebirth and righteous living, albeit
with differing conceptions of humanity’s ultimate destiny. While religious moral ideas are often dismissed as
mere illusions, philosophers like Ludwig von Feuerbach offer a nuanced critique. Feuerbach, for example,
refrained from dismissing religious concepts outright, instead reinterpreting them as expressions of human
aspirations. As he wrote: “I do not say: God is nothing, the Trinity is nothing, the word of God is nothing... I
only show that they are not what theological illusions represent them to be, but rather are mysteries of hu-
mans” [12, 38].

This exploration underscores the complexity of moral philosophy, revealing its roots in both religious
and secular frameworks while highlighting its enduring relevance in addressing the challenges of human ex-
istence.

The research into the gradual emancipation of moral standards from religious influence holds signifi-
cant practical and scientific value. Practically, this evolution allows societies to acknowledge the importance
of humanistic values that transcend religious frameworks, fostering ethical autonomy among individuals.
This shift empowers communities to cultivate moral principles that are more inclusive and reflective of di-
verse cultural and social realities, ultimately promoting social cohesion and mutual respect.

This research emphasizes the significance of community moral ideals, even when rooted in religious be-
liefs, and underscores their relevance in contemporary society. By recognizing genetical connection of mo-
rality and religion, scholars and practitioners can foster dialogues that integrate traditional moral values with
modern ethical considerations, enriching the overall moral landscape.

This study underscores a troubling phenomenon: the deliberate framing of detrimental religious biases
and antiquated traditions as integral components of the authentic national identity of Kazakh culture. Such
misrepresentations perpetuate regressive narratives and pose a significant challenge to cultural and intellec-
tual progress. Addressing these issues requires a rigorous application of constructive critique to deconstruct
and counter these harmful ideologies.
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While some positive aspects of early Kazakh morality and aesthetics were deeply rooted in past living
conditions and ways of life, these are now irrevocably gone. Creating a new culture necessitates a robust
foundation rooted in the finest accomplishments of humanity. Among the vast legacies of history, the most
precious are humanity itself and its spiritual evolution. The individual stands as the ultimate objective of the
entire historical journey. Over centuries, national character and moral traditions have been carefully shaped.
Their importance lies not in fostering uncritical sentimentality or nationalistic pride but in their role as potent
instruments for nurturing personal growth and development.

Recognizing the autonomy of morality doesn’t simply mean a lack of belief in God. It is a situation
where individuals disregard external moral authorities relying solely on their judgment of what is right, what
is wrong according to what suggested in their Holy teaching. Consequently, religious logic leads individuals
to see themselves as moral beings, as it described in their Holy books.

By highlighting the significance of society’s moral ideals that do not rooted from religious beliefs,
scholars and practitioners can facilitate dialogues that connect traditional values with contemporary ethics,
enriching the moral landscape. On the other hand, the study calls for a critical examination of harmful reli-
gious biases about interdependence of morality and religion.

Practically, these insights can guide educational programs and community initiatives aimed at fostering
personal growth and moral development. By recognizing the historical significance of moral traditions while
promoting a forward-looking approach, communities can cultivate a new culture that honors humanity’s spir-
itual evolution and supports individual autonomy within a collective context.

The 17th-century philosopher Pierre Bayle posited the potential for a society devoid of religious beliefs,
where ethical questions are resolved exclusively through the application of reason. Numerous prominent
thinkers, including Ludwig Feuerbach [13], Immanuel Kant [14], Baruch Spinoza [15] have similarly argued
that by removing from religion its central tenets such as faith-based symbols, rituals, church-centered doc-
trines, and scientifically contentious claims (e.g., the six-day creation narrative or the doctrine of the immac-
ulate conception) that remains as a distinct moral framework rooted in human reason. This perspective aligns
with the broader critique of religious influence on morality, as discussed by Feuerbach [13] and Kant [14],
who emphasized the autonomy of morality independent of religious doctrines. Spinoza [15] highlighted the
primacy of reason in moral inquiry, asserting that ethical principles derive from human nature and rational
understanding rather than divine revelation. Similarly, Shakarim [16] emphasized the capacity of humanity
to develop moral standards based on reason and social experience, free from the constraints of religious au-
thority. These foundational ideas support the notion that morality can be understood as a distinct and auton-
omous sphere, grounded in reason and humanistic principles, rather than solely dependent on religious
frameworks. Therefore, this study recommends understanding morality as an independent form of social
consciousness, which can and should be studied without relying on religion. If a connection exists, it should
be explored through the study of morality itself, examining the limitations and challenges within moral expe-
rience that might lead individuals to seek answers in religion.
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H.III. bl6sIpait
Mopanb MeH AiHHIH 63apa ilmKi 6aliJIaHbICHI
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KapacTBIPBUIFAaH, OJAPIBIH TapHXH, QWIOCO(QHSIBIK JKOHE MOJICHM TOFBICYHl 3epTrenreH. On  miHH
UJICOJIOTHSIAP/IaH TAYEJICI3 JKOHE OJIAPMEH acTacChlll JKATKAH MOPAIBJIBIK HOPMAJIAPIbIH 3BOJIOLHACHIH
kepcereni. by 3aiipIpiel Tocingep kebiHece THIMAUIIK MEH KaJlbl apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAapFa 0aca Hasap ayaapa
OTBIPBIN, MNPAKTHKAJBIK HOTIKenepre OachIMIbIK Oepemi. JlereHMeH, COHAall WHAWBUAYAIHCTIK >KOHE
YTUJIMTAPIBIK Ke3KapacTap iMKi MOpabAbIK KYHABUTBIKTApFa KaHIIbl Kedyl MyMKiH. HoTmxkecinae, 3aifbIpib
MOpalb ICYMETTIK OIpiK IIeH HpOorpecke BIKHNaJl eTe alaThIHBIMEH, OJ OpKallaH Ta3a IPAaKTHKAJbIK
oiiylap/iaH achlll TYCETiH TEPEHIpEK MOPAJIBIBIK MIPUHIMIITEPre calikec Kene oepmeiini. byt ke3kapac Mopaib
MPaKTUKAIBIK cebenrtepre OailTaHBICTBI €MEC, ONICYMETTIK JKOHE TapHXH ABOJIOUHUSHBIH JKEMICi CKeHiH
Kepceteni. MopalbIblK HOpMaliap IOCTYPJi Typle MiHH CaHaAMEH OalTaHBICTBI OOJFaHBIMCH, OJIapbIH
Kas3ipri TyMaHHCTIK jKaHaJIaH MHTEPIPETALMsICHIHAA OJapAbIH TCHETHKAIBIK OalIaHBICHI MEH MOPAJIbBIK
HOpPMaJapIblH MiHHEH SMaHCUNALWSIIAHY YpHAICiHE, TOyenlci3 KYpBUIBIC DPETiHAE MOpajbfa aiHaIybIHA
KkeOipek KeHin OemiHenmi. Maxkamama, caiibll KenTeHAE, MiHHIH MOpajbfa TOYENIUIriT MEH KOHTEKCTIK
TaOHUFaThI J)KOHE MOPAJIbABIK MiHICTTEMENICPIiH aBTOHOM/IBI TaOUFaThl TYpajbl MACENe TaJKbUIaHFaH, KaTaH
aOCOMIOTTepAEH TOpl CHUTYalVSJIBIK JTHKA MEH alaMHBIH IICIIiM KaObULAAyBIHBIH MaHBI3IBUIBIFEl aTall
orinreH. KoOpBITBIHIBUIAM Kelle, O MOpaibIbl QJIEYMETTIK CaHAHBIH AaBTOHOMIBI HBICAHBI pETiHIE
KapacThIPY/IbI )KaKTaM I, OJT aIaM3aTThI IIHU dCEPICH TAYeIICi3 OacKapyFa TOJBIK KabileTTi.

Kinm coe30ep: stuka, Kynaii, ryMaHu3M, MOJICHHET, MOPaJIbJIBIK KYHIBUIBIKTAP, IMAHCHUTIANNS, OAKBIT, 13TLITIK.

H.III. bl6sipait

BHyTpeHHsIsi B3aMMOCBSI3b MOPAJIH U PeJTUTHHA

Crathsl HanMCcaHa B paMKaX AUCCEPTAMOHHOTO HccaenoBaHus «[IpobiiemMa COOTHOIICHNST MOPATIH M PENUTHH
B Ka3axckoi ¢unocopum». B Helt paccmarpuBaeTcst B3aMMOCBSI3b MOPAIH U PEIIUTHH, H3y4aeTcs X UCTOPH-
4yeckue, GUIoco(pckue U KyIbTypHBIE NEPECEeUeHNs], a TaKKe MMOKA3bIBACTCSI HE3aBHCHMOE OT PENIMTHO3HON
UEOJIOTHH U KOHKYpHUpYIOIlee ¢ Hel pa3BUTUE MOpPAIbHBIX HOpM. Takoi CBETCKUI MOAXOJ AaKLEHTHPYeT
BHMMAaHHUE Ha MPaKTUUECKOH LIEHHOCTH U OOLIECTBEHHOM 0Jiare, OT/aBasi IPUOPUTET MPAKTUIECKUM Pe3yIib-
taTaM. OJIHAKO B HEKOTOPBIX CIydasX MHAUBUAYATHCTUUECKUE U YTUIUTApHbIE YCTAHOBKU BCTYIAIOT B IPO-
TUBOpEYHE ¢ MOPAJIbHBIMU LIEHHOCTSAMH, aCCOLMUPYEMbIMHU ¢ penurueil. Kak pe3ynbrar mokasaHo, 4To, XOTs
CBETCKasi MOpallb MOJKET CII0COOCTBOBATH COIMAILHON CIZIOUEHHOCTH U IIPOTPECCy, OHA HE BCETAA COOTBET-
cTByeT Oojee TITyOOKMM MOPANBHBIM MPUHIUIAM, BBIXOISIINM 32 PaMKH YHCTO MPAKTHYECKHX COOOpaxe-
HUH. DTa TOYKa 3peHHs MPEAIIONaraeT, YTo MOpab SBISETCS Pe3yIbTaTOM COILHANbHON M UCTOPHYECKOi
HBOJIIONNY, @ HE TIPOCTO CIEACTBHEM NPAKTHUECKUX HYXJ. XOTS MOPAIbHBIE HOPMBI TPAJUIIHOHHO CBS3aHEI
C PEJIUTHO3HBIM CO3HaHMEM, OOJIbIlIe BHUMAHUA YAETISIETCS UX COBPEMEHHOMY I'yMaHHCTHYECKOMY IOHHMMa-
HHIO, UX TPOMCXOXKICHUIO, a TaKKe TPaHC(HOPMALUHM MOPAIbHBIX HOPM B MOpajib KaK CaMOCTOSTEIbHBII
KOHCTPYKT IMOCJIE 3MaHCHIIAIUK OT PEIUTHH U MOCIeqyIoNel cexynsapusanun. B cratbe oOcyxaaeTcs 3aBu-
CHMOCTb PEJIMTHU OT MOpPAalM B KOHTEKCTE €€ Pa3BUTHs, a TAK)KE aBTOHOMHBIN XapakTep MOpaJbHBIX 00s13a-
TEJBCTB, NMOJYEPKUBAIOIIEH BXKHOCTh CUTYAI[IOHHOM 3THKH U YeJI0OBEYECKOro NMPHUHATHS PEIICHUH, a He JKe-
CTKHX aOCONIOTOB. ABTOp BBICTYIIA€T 38 PACCMOTPEHHE MOPAIM KaK HE3aBHCHMOH (OPMBI OOIIECTBEHHOTO
CO3HAHUsI, CIIOCOOHON YIIPABIIATH YEIOBEYECKHUM ITOBEICHNEM HE3aBIUCHUMO OT PEITUTHO3HOTO BIIMSHUIS.

Kniouesvie crosa: stnka, bor, TyMaHu3M, KylIbTypa, CEKyJIspU3aIis, MOPAJIbHbIE [ICHHOCTH, YMaHCHIIAIIHS,
CYacThe, TOOPOIETENb.
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